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Stated preference survey 
 Estimate preferences for using different types of 
pedestrian crossing facilities 
 
 Derive trade-off values between use of each 
facility and walking time to access it 
 Qualitative stage (focus groups, interviews): to 
identify relevant attributes 
 
 Main survey (100 respondents): rating facilities, 
choice among alternatives 
Objectives 
Methods 
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Qualitative stage 
Slow, dangerous Inconvenient, insecure, unpleasant 
Only one animal 
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Main survey: Finchley Road 
pelican staggered pelican 
footbridge underpass 
Existing barriers to walking Options shown to participants 
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Order of rating values
Straight Staggered Footbridge Underpass
Straight Staggered  Footbridge Underpass 
All 0.70 0.73 0.59 0.53 
Female 0.65 0.69 0.52 0.44 
Age 51-65: 0.73 0.75 0.48 0.52 
Age 65+ 0.64 0.62 0.48 0.36 
Low income (<20k) 0.72 0.66 0.65 0.34 
Restricted mobility 0.60 0.66 0.49 0.39 
Rating 
Average ratings 
Stated preference exercise - design 
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Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
  conditional logit mixed logit mixed logit 
staggered  -0.05 -0.39*** -0.63 
footbridge -0.30 -0.57 -1.44*** 
underpass -0.65*** -1.63*** -0.98* 
don't cross -2.81*** -2.23*** -6.81*** 
time -0.18*** -7.05*** -0.37*** 
underpass * age>50    -2.56*** 
don't cross * work    -7.62* 
time * work -1.06*** 
n 1800 1800 1800 
R2 0.19 0.36 0.39 
Stated preference exercise - models 
Conditional logit: Coefficients are fixed across participants 
Mixed logit: Coefficients are random 
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  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
  conditional logit mixed logit mixed logit 
      All Age>50 
Destination: 
work place 
staggered pelican 0.3 1.5 1.7   0.4 
footbridge 1.6 4.2 3.9   1.0 
underpass 3.6 5.7 2.7 9.6 0.7 
don't cross 15.6 18 18.5   10.1 
Stated preference exercise – trade-off values 
Walking times above which participants avoid straight pelicans and use 
other types of crossing facilities or choose not to cross altogether 
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